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SELF-SEEKING AND JEALOUSY ARE THE ROOT
OF VIRTUALLY ALL INTRIGUE. IN NO FIELD
OF ACTIVITY IS THIS TRUER THAN IN THAT
OF PHOTOGRAPHIC AMBITIONS. THE FIVE LET-
TERS—WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE ONE TO
MR. FRAPRIE— HEREWITH PUBLISHED WERE
NOT INTENDED FOR PUBLICATION; BUT IN

VIEW OF THE PETTY INTRIGUE THAT HAS
BEEN GOING ON CONTINUOUSLY FOR SOME
YEARS IN THE PHOTOGRAPHIC WORLD, I FEEL
THAT IN JUSTICE TO THE PHOTO-SECESSION,
TO ''CAMERA WORK," AND, ABOVE ALL, TO
MYSELF, THESE LETTERS SHOULD BE CIRCU-
LATED AMONGST THOSE WHO ARE INTERESTED
IN THE TRUTH. THE LETTERS SPEAK FOR
THEMSELVES.

ALFRED STIEGLITZ.





The following letter was written on August nth,

1 9 10, by Mr. Alfred Stieglitz to Mr. Fraprie,

Editor of "American Photography:"

Deal Beach, August ii, 1910.

To THE Editor "American Photography."

My Dear Mr. Fraprie:—Ever since, some eight or more

years ago, you entered the field of photographic Hterature as a

rneans of HveUhood—^you will remember your repeated state-

ments to me that you were in photography chiefly for the money
in it—you have been persistent in the statement that the work
of the Secessionists is antiquated and was not representative of

the modern spirit of American photography. I have no idea

what you may mean by "representative" or by "modern spirit."

And I have a strong suspicion that you yourself do not know.

Heretofore,! made it a rule to ignore your constant misstatements

about the Secession, as well as the fictitious claims about your

followers, or rather those whose interests you profess to repre-

sent. But, in view of your recent attacks on the coming Albright

Art Gallery Exhibition, the indirect insult to its directors, and

the self-evident deceit towards your own innocent readers, it is

time to "call your bluff," so I am going to make you a sporting

offer. You must have some sporting blood in you. Every true

American has.

For all these years in vain I have scanned the pages ofyour

various periodicals and trade-organs for an inkling as to where

I might be able to find some of the work of those whose

radiance you so mysteriously make invisible. But perhaps I
am the blind one! To convince myself I make you and your

followers the following proposition:

That an exhibition shall be held in some gallery within a year

—the choice of gallery and location to be left to you, should you
so desire. This exhibition shall contain 200 photographs. One
hundred of these shall be selected by myself and shall represent

the work of at least ten Secessionists; the other 100 shall be

selected by you and shall represent those great American
Unknowns of yours. As for the number of the Unknowns to be

represented in your collection you may suit yourself; I don't

want to handicap you in any way. Seven judges shall be
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appointed; they should be selected from the directorships of

prominent American Art institutions. You shall appoint

three, and I, three. The seventh shall be selected by the six

thus appointed. I suggest "Art Directors," not because I

believe all of them necessarily competent judges on "Art"
matters, but because I believe that this selection will meet with

your approval—^you have faith in officialdom. This Board of

Judges shall decide which of the two collections, in its opinion,

represents the more valuable contribution, as personal expression

from a plastic point of view—in short, which it considers the

more " artistic." i furthermore challenge you to post

^1,000, TO MY ;^2,000 THE STAKES TO GO WITH THE VERDICT.

As you may be possibly one of those gentle spirits objecting to

"betting" in any form, I am willing to alter the form of this

part of the challenge so as to make it more agreeable to

your moral attitude, and possibly thereby also adding

dignity to the affair. In the event of the verdict being

unfavorable to the Secession collection, I am willing to do-

nate ;^2,ooo to any such charitable institution the cause of

which your magazine may be furthering—yourself naturally

excluded. Should the verdict be against you the ;^i,ooo you have

posted to go to the St. John's Guild. Inasmuch as I am offering

double your stakes I am subtly inducing the Judges in their

capacity as humanitarians to find a verdict against me, for

charity will thereby be the gainer by ^i,ooo. Now, my dear

Mr. Fraprie, don't try to crawl—I'm in dead earnest—be a

sport, and show yourself a genuine friend of truth and charity

through our much abused photography.

Yours truly,

(Signed) Alfred Stieglitz.

N. B.—Should there be any difficulty for you to post your

^1,000, you ought to have no trouble in raising it amongst your

numerous followers whose reputation is at stake quite as much
as your own. Copies of this challenge have been sent to the

editors of the photographic press, to the photographic trade,

and to the photographic societies. The only reply to this chal-

lenge that I will take any notice of will be the posting of ;^i,ooo.

Money talks—all else is twaddle.
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The following letter was written on June i6th,

1910, by Mr. Alfred Stieglitz to Mr. Walter

Zimmermann, Chairman of the Print Committee,

Philadelphia Photographic Society, Philadelphia:

Photo-Secession, 291 Fifth Avenue,

New York, June 16, 1910.

My Dear Mr. Zimmermann:—^The old saying, "All roads

lead to Rome," might be applied to your missive recently

addressed to Miss Sage, Dr. Kurtz's successor as Director of the

Albright Art Gallery in Buffalo. The letter, as Miss Sage has

notified you, she forwarded to me. Owing to a great pressure on

my time it has been impossible to write to you before this. You
will pardon the delay. Let me inform you first of all that the

present Director of the Albright Art Gallery was Dr. Kurtz's

confidential secretary for years prior to his unexpected and most

untimely death. Naturally she is fully conversant with his plans

and ideas, and I know that she is endeavoring to carry them out

in his spirit as faithfully as is possible. For your own quietude

of mind, let me tell you that the exhibition to be held this

November was first thought of by Dr. Kurtz about twenty-eight

months ago. The doctor spent many hours with me then, and

upon later dates at the Secession headquarters, deliberating on

and considering plans for a special photographic exhibition run

on Secession principles. At a lengthy meeting about two weeks

prior to his death, the plan as it stands to-day was virtually

decided upon. The Secession spirit as Dr. Kurtz understood,

and Miss Sage understands that term was to be the underlying

principle of the exhibition. I fear, my dear Mr. Zimmermann,
that you, after all the years that you have been identified with

photography, do not yet—even at this late date—grasp those

principles. If you did, your letter to Miss Sage could never have

been written. On the contrary you would have rejoiced that

after photography's long struggles, the fundamental principle

of recognition had been finally, officially and publicly acknowl-

edged by an Art Institution of the prestige of the Albright Art

Gallery. Neither that institution nor the Secession is interested

in the politics of photography. The special privileges you
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request for the Philadelphia Society I cannot accord. Those
members of your organization who feel that they have done
something in photography of actual pictorial value v^^ill, I can
assure them, receive the same fair hearing from the judges that

all other photographers will receive. Even the members of the

Photo-Secession—naturally barring those invited to exhibit in

the Invitation Section, which will be very limited—should they

wish to participate in the exhibition, will have to submit to the

same conditions as other photographers. The only body of

workers that I have invited as a group are the Photo-Pictorialists

of Buffalo. This invitation has only been extended to the group

as a pretty compliment to the home of the Albright Art Gallery,

and, the exception has been made possible because of the small-

ness of the group which, from its inception, has had pictorial

photography as its sole aim and has, during its existence, proven

itself at least dignified.

Hoping that you will exert your valuable and enthusiastic

influence upon the talent in your Society to give itself a chance at

Buffalo—the exhibition will be a memorable one—I remain.

Yours truly,

(Signed) Alfred Stieglitz.

N.B.—It is impossible for me to refrain from adding that your

letter to Miss Sage contained certain claims for the Philadelphia

Society which may be considered misleading. It is true that ten

years ago the Philadelphia Society achieved a "world-wide

reputation" through its Salon. But is it not a fact that the

Society as at present constituted was actually directly responsible

for the killing off of these very exhibitions ? Did not the present

Society repudiate the management and standard of the first

three Salons, which had been the very ones to give the Phila-

delphia Society at the time its "world-wide reputation" And,

in view of that outrageous repudiation, did I not feel impelled

from self-respect to resign my Honorary Membership from the

Society Did not the fourth Salon, the only one the present

Society can lay claim to having managed and the only one with

which you were connected, deal a death-blow to the Philadelphia

Society as far as its "world-wide reputation" was concerned?

Authentic records show most conclusively that the moving spirit
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which brought about the success of the first three Salons—^which

gave the Philadelphia Society the "world-wide reputation" you

now recall with so much pride to the Director of the Albright

Art Gallery—is the identical one responsible for the unqualified

and continued successes of the Photo-Secession. Furthermore,

has it not escaped your memory that since that fateful Fourth

Salon the Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts has refused to

identify itself in any manner with the Philadelphia Photographic

Society, while it did officially recognize the Secession and its

claims for photography four years ago ? Did it not at that time

invite the Secession to arrange the only exhibition of photographs

held within the Academy walls since the collapse of the Salons ?

The Albright Art Gallery is in reality now following in the foot-

steps of the Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts with the dif-

ference that, whereas, the latter institution in its recognition of

the Photo-Secession at the time virtually only implied its official

full acceptance of photography as a medium of art expression

—

as that term is defined by the Secession—the Albright Art

Gallery does not content itself with implying, but fearlessly,

over the signature of its Director, unequivocally states publicly

that it does officially recognize photography as a medium of art

expression. This is the first instance in which an Art Institution

has gone on record unequivocally as to its opinion and standing

regarding the much fought-over question, whether photography

could be considered a medium of art expression. Furthermore,

the Albright Art Gallery has made the public statement that it

is mainly through the labors of the Photo-Secession that this

unequivocal recognition has been granted. That the Secession

is fully entitled to this distinction the international records of

pictorial photography will readily show. And now, Mr. Zim-
mermann, if you and your Society are really the true friends of

photography you believe yourselves to be, you will try to forget

the existence of both the Secession and the Philadelphia Society,

and rejoice in the important victory gained for photography

itself.

To
Mr. Walter Zimmermann,

Chairman Print Committee,

Philadelphia Photographic Society.
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The following letter was written on August
1st, 1 9 10, by Mr. Alfred Stieglitz to Mr. Walter
Zimmermann, Philadelphia:

Photo-Secession, 291 Fifth Avenue,

August I, 1 910.

My Dear Mr. Zimmermann:—
Not having been in town for some time your letter reached

me late. When I last wrote you I had definitely decided that

any further controversy you would wish to have with me would
have to take place at 291 Fifth Avenue. But your letter just

received again contains some such astounding misconceptions

about the Photo-Secession and myself that I feel impelled once

more to correct them. First of all, you speak of: "Recognizing

the great importance of the work that you are doing for you and

yours in pictorial photography, etc. " Now, what in the world

does that mean ? You herein show for the nth time that you

have no conception whatever of what I am doing or have done.

You do not seek truth, but accept as evidence anything that

comes your way. I really do not know who "you and yours"

are you allude to. In fact, I am working for you quite as much
as for any one else, if you could only see it, and that in spite of

yourself. As I have repeatedly stated publicly I am working

for the recognition of a universal principle which is not an

obvious one and which you make it seem is beyond your vision.

For the recognition of that principle I have been struggling in

one shape or another since I was a very young man, and that

means for many years. My scope is by no means as narrow as

you and yours seem to think. The narrowness I fear is with you

and yours. As far as exhibitions are concerned, to me they are

only of any meaning whatever if they are a public demonstration

of a positive advance in or a summing up of the really genuine

that has been done in any field of work. Exhibitions, as exhibi-

tions, to me, have always been an abomination, for, as a rule,

they are nothing more than a market-place for the mediocre or

the parading-ground for the stupid vanities of the small mind.

As for the Secession and the "outside" world, that world which

worries you so much, you here too show your ignorance of my
attitude towards it. : The conclusive proof that I do recognize
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not only the possibility, but the probability, of talent existing

outside of the so-called Secession ranks, is shown in the fact that

when the Albright Art Gallery invited the Secession to hold an

exhibition of its work in Buffalo, it was I who virtually insisted

in making the exhibition an open one. Dr. Kurtz's original idea

was to hold an invitation exhibition, and he asked the Secession

for its advice and help. Dr. Kurtz sought the Secession—the

Secession never approached him. The Secession never

approached any institution; it has always been fighting for full

recognition and it realizes that only through its own work and

its own activities it can compel that recognition. At that first

meeting, in which Dr. Kurtz sought the Secession, it was clearly

stated by me to Dr. Kurtz upon what conditions the Secession

would co-operate with him. He accepted those terms and they

are those as they stand to-day and under which the present

exhibition is to be held. All other statements are based either

upon intentional misrepresentation or, what is more likely to be

the case, ignorance of the facts. Arranging a show as that

originally planned, would have been child's play. In introducing

an "Open Section" into the exhibition, due to the Secession's

sense of justice towards those worthy photographers it believed

might exist, but whom it had had no opportunity of reaching, I

created a lot of additional work for myself. That work which

was begun with so much pleasure and enthusiasm has been

made very irksome and distasteful on account of the same petty

annoyances, the same jealousies, etc., and from the same
sources that have been always at work in this country misrep-

resenting the Secession and my every attitude. I had hoped

that after the Secession for eight years had stood aloof from

every photographic exhibition in America held outisde of its

own walls (its own Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts Exhibi-

tion held four years ago, and the one at the Galleries of the

National Art Club, two years ago, excepted) and had demon-
strated publicly and continuously during those years what it

really was, what its aims and what it could do by itself unaided,

that you and yours might finally see some light. But the

evolution in those eight years has meant nothing whatever to all

of you. Instead of "bringing the elements" together, as they

profess they wish to, those stupid people are the very ones doing

everything in their power to disgust all the genuine talent, inside

1
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and outside of the Secession, with all photographic exhibitions.

A similar spirit was partially responsible for finally killing the

Linked Ring in London. Such are the ultra-modern friends of

photography! And now you ask me to get to work and use my
good offices to "bring together," to "unite," to "organize" all

the factions. My dear Mr. Zimmermann, don't you realize that

you and men like you, sincere and earnest perhaps, are the very

ones preventing that, even were I to try Was not the American
Salon, in which you were a leading force, a grand uniting of all

America, barring the Secession Did not that organization

wave the American flag most frantically, and did the Secession

make one single attempt to rob you and yours of that pleasure

The Secession went its own way at the time in spite of flag-

waving and the cannonades of the whole American photographic

press

—

Camera Work, of course, excluded—announcing the

wonderful triumphs of the Salon! ! And what has become of

that enthusiasm of yours about that wonderful All-America

show of which you were part-soul ? Why invariably all this

hubbub about the Secession ? It represents but a handful of men,

and you and yours certainly seem to represent the rest of the

universe. Why do you now need our help if we are so narrow,

so one-sided and so few ? I have been through "organization,"

through the endeavor to "unite," not only in this country but in

Europe: I know the photographic game from A to Z and Z to A.

I know the cry of those howling for fair play and mob repre-

sentation; I also know those who are comparatively silent and

are working for justice and dignity and who ignore the cry of the

mob. "Getting together" in your sense means endless twaddle

in endless meetings, a waste of funds, a waste of time and

energy—it means a compromise. And in matters like these

there is no compromise. Those who think alike and sym-

pathize sooner or later find each other and pull together

towards a common goal. With such "organization" is unnec-

essary. The Secession has done its work conscientiously and

consistently, and it has no real organization outside of that of

faith and enthusiasm and in those principles I and friends

stand for. It has no constitution. It has no meetings. It has

primarily an underlying big spirit and it does an endless amount

of constant drudgery willingly and towards a very definite goal

which may be reached, God knows when, by others. The Seces-
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sion does not stand for material things. In such matters, I quite

agree with you, organization Hke labor unions and political

parties may be essential for mutual welfare and progress, but in

art matters, I can assure you, organization means gradual and

certain stagnation.

And now supposing that in spite of all my convictions, based

on an extended and long experience, I were to listen to the

entreaties of you and yours and give you that help you repeatedly

ask from me. Are you aware that before me I have letters from

London, from Vienna, and several cities in Germany, with

similar entreaties ? Everywhere there seems to be the same

dissatisfaction with existing conditions—and it is good that it is

so—and the Secession is entreated to put a renewed life and

unity of purpose into them. Of course I ought to feel much
flattered, but I assure you I'm not. Had I the strenuousness of

a hundred Roosevelts, the sagacity of a hundred Washingtons

and the patience of a hundred Lincolns I fear I could not do for

you and yours, nor your similar counterpart in Europe, what is

asked of me. Those seeking my help do not generally know
what they themselves want. And those who do not even know
as much as that can never be helped to anything but oblivion.

You see, Mr. Zimmermann, you are only one of hundreds with

suggestions to me and no two suggestions are ahke. In art, and

in life, too, for that matter, the really worthy help themselves

—

they do their work, the work they feel they must do in spite of all

conditions. All other work is worthless, even if for a time it

appears successful. It is the genuine and lasting in everything

I look for and which fascinates me. Time alone will show
whether my instinct, my experience and everlasting self-criticism

have helped me to find such. In the meantime I can perhaps give

you one piece of very definite advice—do not worry too much
about the oiling of the machinery. It is very possible that the

machine you are trying to oil is antiquated, useless, and ready

for the junk-heap, and you fail to realize it.

Yours truly,

(Signed) Alfred Stieglitz.

N.B.—Should you find it necessary to reply to this letter don't

expect an answer. I really have no right to use any more time

nor energy to continue this exchange of ideas.
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The following letter was written on March i8th,

19 10, by Mrs. Annie W. Brigman to Mr. F. J.
Mortimer, Editor of the ^'Amateur Photographer,"

London:
Photo-Secession, 291 Fifth Avenue,

New York, March 18, 1910.

Editor "Amateur Photographer,"
London, England.

Dear Sir:—Accidently this morning I ran across the late

number of the "Amateur Photographer," and to my disgust and

surprise I found two of my pictures reproduced therein. Inas-

much as I know that you have neither received my permission

nor the permission from anybody else authorized to speak for me,

I would esteem it a great favor to know by what right you have

reproduced the two pictures alluded to in your issue of March
8th. I know it is not the custom of a decent EngHsh publishing

house to appropriate things not belonging to it; therefore, I feel

there must be some oversight in your case which has led to the

false position in which you have involved your firm. It is my
impression that you may possibly have cribbed these things of

mine from "Camera Work," as I do not see how you could have

gotten hold of originals in any other way. If this surmise on

my part be really based upon fact, the least you could have done

is to have given credit to that magazine.

If, on the other hand, this conjecture be unfounded and you

have cribbed from elsewhere—which elsewhere be unknown to

me—^you at least might have given credit to that elsewhere.

Personally, as you can see by the above, I feel most aggravated,

and I hope you will be able to correct what now seems to me to

be a dishonorable act.

This language may appear strong, but the circumstances

of the case seem to warrant it.

Yours very truly

(Signed) Annie W. Brigman.

N.B.—I am fully aware that legally I have no claim whatever

on you, as the photographs have not been registered in Great

Britain, but that fact as far as I am concerned does not alter the

case.



The following letter was written on April I2th,

1910, by Mr. Alfred Stieglitz to Mr. F. J. Morti-

mer, Editor of the ^'Amateur Photographer,"

London

:

Photo-Secession, 291 Fifth Avenue,

New York, April 12, 19 10.

My Dear Mr. Mortimer:—
Yesterday I received your letter expressing your astonish-

ment at the attitude taken up by Mrs. Brigman and myself

toward you, and remonstrating that an injustice had been done

you in our criticism of your conduct in the matter of the repro-

duction of Mrs. Brigman's photographs from " Camera Work. "

You are also good enough to submit certain matters of fact by

way of extenuation and justification. Permit me to say that

both Mrs. Brigman and myself would have welcomed eagerly

all that you submit had it fulfilled its claim; but, after carefully

reading your letter, we find, that so far from justifying yourself,

your letter has but confirmed us both in the conclusion we had

already arrived at.

On your own statement you took what you had no right to

take, and you took it without even the courtesy of an acknowl-

edgment of its source. To tell us now that you wrote to Mrs.

Brigman on March 4th, asking her permission for the use of her

work, but aggravates the impression left on us. For on that

date the "Empire Number" of the "A. P." (in which the two

photographs in question appear) had already been issued and

placed on sale on the London news-stands. Furthermore, Mrs.

Brigman, in California, could not have made you aware of her

disposition toward your request until after the lapse of at least

five weeks from the time of your writing here for her permission,

when it would have been absolutely impossible for you to take

any action had her reply been in the negative. I cannot see how
this plea in any way palliates your conduct, a conduct which I

feel myself free to say is unworthy an editor who has the good

name of his journal at heart, or who has the dignity of his high

profession and the furtherance of photography as an art in mind.

You are also kind enough to inform us that you have sent

Mrs. Brigman some money in payment of the permission you
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took yourself. Is not this like locking the stable door after the

horse has been stolen ? But how did you know what Mrs.

Brigman would charge ? You did not, so that you fixed your

own price. Did it not occur to you that Mrs. Brigman might

object to having her pictures reproduced in the "A. P." at any
price ? It may enlighten you in your future relations with

artists when I tell you that Mrs. Brigman is very particular as

to the company she appears in; but on this matter Mrs. Brigman
will herself write you.

I am prone to believe, however, that even your sending the

check was an afterthought and the result of some twinges of

conscience aroused in you by the receipt of my remonstrance.

For in the letter in which you say you had already taken the

permission and now begged for its ratification, you say nothing

at all about a payment. This letter, with the copy of the " A. P."

containing the pictures in question, arrived simultaneously some
two or three weeks ago. The letter with the check, however,

has yet to arrive. You must have mailed it to Mrs. Brigman in

California after her letter of protest had reached you, so that

when it does come to hand it will have lost all its intended flavor

and will appear in all its crude nakedness of a sop to Cerberus.

I have no hesitation in saying that when Mrs. Brigman receives

the check she will return it to you by the first mail.* She resents

this insult being added to the injury.

Were you the editor of a small and unimportant sheet neither

Mrs. Brigman nor I would have wasted any time whatsoever

over the matter, but you claim to be the editor of the world's

leading photographic magazine. In the face of this claim I

cannot allow your conduct to be lightly passed over but

must enter against it the strong protest it unquestionably

merits.

There is but one way for you to make good, as we say in this

country—money will not do it—and that is by your stating

frankly in the columns of the "A. P." and over your own signa-

ture, that the pictures of Mrs. Brigman which were reproduced

were reproduced without her or my permission, and that they

were taken from the "excellent photogravures" in "Camera

* A check for ;^2-2-o (ten dollars) finally did reach Mrs. Brigman.

It was returned to the publishers immediately.—A. S.
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Work" No. XXV, and even making one of them as a special

supplement to your "Empire Number." *

With regard to your remark that you had not been receiving

"Camera Work" of late, I wish to say that the magazine has

been regularly issued. Your statement, therefore, that you assum-

ed the magazine had ceased to exist, is either conscious prevarica-

tion or a piece of cheap smartness. Whatever may have been

your assumption, hov^ever, it did not prevent you helping

yourself to the "excellent photogravures" in "Camera Work."
I did cease to send you "Camera Work" and my reason for

doing so was that I found you took every occasion in the columns

of the "A. P." to misrepresent the Photo-Secession movement
and the members who have allied themselves with it. I am not

saying this in any spirit of resentment. I am at all times only

too happy to receive criticism that is well founded and thoughtful

and more dispassionate consideration than you gave it. Both

the Secession and its organ, "Camera Work," are founded not

on claims but on facts and achievements. Neither exists for the

purpose of making money so that both can afford to be, at least,

honest. If I ceased sending you "Camera Work" before you
had shown yourself unworthy of receiving it, I may congratulate

myself on my powers of intuition.

Nevertheless, I do sincerely regret that you should have so

far forgotten your better self as to compel me to write to you in

this seeming brutal language. I regret it for many reasons of

which you are the least. I regret it most of all when I find those

who have been called to be the teachers and preachers of Art,

descending to the sordid methods of the common market-place.

The Photo-Secession movement has fought for an ideal. I shall

safeguard with all my power and most jealously what I have

been fighting for for twenty-five years; for it is all that is left

to me. Those who have known me in that period of time know
that I have never prostituted my art, either directly or indirectly,

for personal gain. Whatever else it may mean to others to me it

means devotion to an ideal, and in that devotion the first requi-

sites are honesty of mind and sincerity of purpose.

Yours faithfully,

(Signed) Alfred Stieglitz.

* Mr. Mortimer did print a short editorial apology for his

action.—A. S.
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